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Concepts and practices of community archiving continue to gain traction within the 
archival profession. In 2013 alone, the introduction of Terry Cook’s community archives 
paradigm, the number of published case studies, and the amount of sessions and 
presentations at the Society of American Archivists’ Archives 2013 Conference 
demonstrated that archivists work outside of their institutions and collections to assist 
smaller organizations care for their records. However, even as Cook advocates for 
community archives, and these case studies provide the best picture of community 
archiving in practice, it remains a specialized and narrow picture of how archivists work 
to educate and help organize records within non-archival organizations. This exploratory 
study utilizes a mixed methods approach in an attempt to recognize the educational 
opportunities and determine who else in the profession performs community archiving, 
and argues for continued engagement with community archiving practices. 
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Introduction 
 The influxes in ideas about and acceptance of crowd sourcing, collaboration, and 
partnerships also promote change to an archivists’ role. Archivists recognize their 
position of power within societal memory making and interpretation. Consequently, 
instead of operating as a gatekeeper of the record archivists increasingly seek to become a 
community facilitator to their repository’s holdings. While this shift in focus integrates 
archives into the fabric of everyday life, it also requires adaptation because it affects the 
function of an archive and its work methodology. Archival theory and commentary 
demonstrates these changes as archivists talk more and more about post-custodialism and 
postmodernism in the archive.  
In a 2013 article, Canadian archivist Terry Cook traced the evolution of this 
change and postulated that four paradigms of work methodologies exist in the archival 
community. According to Cook (2013), the newest paradigm centers on the concept of 
community archiving. Defining this mindset as “the activist-archivist mentors 
collaborative evidence and memory making” (Cook, 2013, p. 113),  Cook argued that as 
archives attempt to keep up with the digital age and its expectations for collaboration, the 
profession’s practices and frameworks will move towards a community oriented 
approach. 
Cook does not remain in isolation in regards to these assumptions. Case studies 
from university archives working with ethnic groups, ethnic heritage centers, and the 
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LGBTQ community demonstrate the realities of Cook’s position. These instances 
showcase archival institutions that engage with the community archives model by 
actively seeking out points of collaboration with marginalized groups within their 
collection or community.  
Less publicized but still as important, paid archival consultants, freelance 
archivists, graduate students and professors, and small businesses also provide outreach 
and education training in archival practices to the members of their community. Often 
within these communities, non-profit organizations and small businesses recognize the 
importance of keeping their records, but do not know where to start or how to approach 
the problem. If not approached by academic institutions, these populations of users turn 
to the less publicized groups of archivists to provide guidance and support when dealing 
with the organization’s collections and records.  
In light of these perspectives, this exploratory research looks at the prevalence of 
Cook’s community archiving paradigm within the archival profession and its educational 
bodies. It argues for continued support and growth of the community archiving paradigm, 
by fleshing out the current state of community archives within the profession as defined 
by the Society of American Archivists’ Directory of Archival Education and their 
Reference, Access, and Outreach Section. Through manifest content analysis of academic 
mission statements and titles of archival courses at the master level, in addition to a 
survey of job titles and self-reported involvement in community archiving activities this 
research hopes to determine how well emerging archival methodologies have made their 
way into the field.  
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 Literature Review 
Recognizing that archivists, “with colleagues in museums, galleries, libraries, and 
historic sites, are the leading architects in building society’s enduring memory materials, 
all while attempting to preserve records as untainted evidence,” Terry Cook (2013) 
presents four different paradigms or frameworks by which he argues the archival 
profession takes shape (p. 102). Part theoretical work, part commentary on the state of the 
field, Cook’s assessment of the paradigms also establishes how archivists can remain 
relevant as a profession, by providing education in archival methods to their community 
of users. Cook focuses on the shift of archival work’s core functions as its focus moves 
from a custodial capacity to a collaborative capacity. He writes, “Archivists are not 
archivists because they do the same things in different places (appraise, acquire, process, 
describe, preserve, make available), or because they or others find what they do to be 
“valuable,” but because what they do has its own societal significance and impact, its 
own community of meaning, its own transcendence beyond the mundane to the ideal, the 
individual to the communal” (Cook, 2013, p. 98-99). These statements reflect Cook’s 
affinity to a postmodernist view of the archive where archivists acknowledge their impact 
on the items collected and the interpretation given by sharing the responsibility of this 
memory and evidence creation. As a result, Cook’s four paradigms support the movement 
towards community archiving practices. 
His four paradigms—also known as frameworks—include evidence, memory, 
identity, and community. Cook characterizes the first paradigm, evidence, as pre-modern 
archiving or “the custodian-archivist guards the juridical legacy.” The second, memory, 
demonstrates modern archiving or the actions of the historian-archivists selecting the 
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archive. Meanwhile, the third framework, identity, positions the archive within the 
postmodern school of thought where “the mediator-archivist shapes the societal archive.” 
Last, the community framework, centers on participatory archiving. Here “the activist-
archivist mentors collaborative evidence- and memory-making” (Cook, 2013, pp.106-
113).  
For Cook (2013), instead of working and pitting against one another, evidence, 
memory, identity and community “accumulate across time” (p. 105), meaning newer 
models amend what came before, but never wholly replace the previous paradigm. He 
does this by acknowledging that archivists continue to place value on original order as 
evidence of particular place and time, preserve the memory of the past, and collect 
records that represent the entirety of the population rather than the favored few. Even 
with this acknowledgement, Cook advocates for the fourth paradigm—community 
archiving. He argues that archivist recognize “There is simply too much evidence, too 
much memory, too much identity, to acquire more than a mere fragment of it in our 
established archives,” and later, “Moreover, the records in community archives are not 
just archival resources, but part of the identity of those communities” (Cook, 2013, pp. 
113-114). Accordingly, Cook (2013) sees community archiving as a way to meet the 
challenge of providing a democratic, inclusive and holistic archive because it cedes some 
of its interpretive power to the people and groups directly responsible for the creation of 
the archival record. 
Cook (2013) finishes his argument by stating, “The challenge is to achieve more 
democratic, inclusive, holistic archives, collectively, listening much more to citizens than 
the state, as well as respecting indigenous ways of knowing, evidence, and memory, than 
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occurred in the first three paradigms,” and further on, “appraisal and acquisition would be 
collaborative and cooperative, and so too would be description and preservation” (p. 
116). While some archives and archivists continue to push against this empowerment and 
shared authority, others see the value in dispensing their expertise with the community 
because this collective custodial approach lightens the burden of the archival mission and 
resources, but also increases the value of the archive within its community as a referential 
source of knowledge. 
Beyond Cook, other archivists and librarians present similar theoretical 
observations about the relationships between archives and special communities. In an 
early article on the subject, Peter J. Wosh’s and Elizabeth Yakel’s (1992) “Smaller 
Archives and Professional Development: Some New York Stories,” explored how the 
Religious Archives Technical Assistance Project sought to educate archivists within 
small and religious archives and promoted collaboration, but ran into resistance between 
“national standardization and local archival autonomy (p. 481). In light of this conflict, 
their final observations drew attention to the need for assessment of expectations and the 
success of smaller archives and workshop programs. Now in its third edition, David W. 
Carmicheal’s (2012) Organizing Archival Records: A Practical Method of Arrangement 
and Description for Small Archives established one alternative to the workshops under 
observation in Wosh’s and Yakel’s study. The book defines and explains archival theory 
of organization for small or novice archives. It provides practical examples for common 
problems small repositories might face. First published in 1993 with basic guidance for 
arranging and describing archival materials, the newer edition extends the content by 
looking at the computerization of the process. As precursors to post-custodialism in the 
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archive, Wosh, Yakel and Carmichael do not fully embrace every aspect of Cook’s 
community archiving approach. However, these scholars highlighted the necessity to 
think about, explore, and build a better relationship through workshops and publications 
between large archival institutions and lone arranger archives shops.  
More recent and focused within a library setting, Jack Hang Tat Leong’s (2012) 
“Community Engagement—Building Bridges between University and Community by 
Academic Libraries in the 21st Century” demonstrates that with the support of a 
university wide commitment to outreach, academic libraries “have become more diverse 
in their activities of community outreach” (p. 223). Leong (2012) notes the common 
concerns against community engagements, including “diversion of limited resource from 
serving primary user groups, disruption of staff members’ routines, and blurring the 
boundary between academic and public libraries” (p. 230). However, he advocates for the 
growth of the community engagement imitative by acknowledging that each institution 
needs to asses these concerns within the context of their projects and resources (Leong, 
2012, p. 230). Furthermore, his article supports Cook’s community archiving framework 
by pointing out “that engagement is meant to be an interactive two-way communication 
between the university and its communities” (Leong, 2012, p. 221).  
Books and essays from the United States and United Kingdom further Cook’s 
point that community archiving occurs. Noah Lenstra’s (2012) “Digital Roots: 
Community Approaches to Local and Family History” as well as Lyndon Ormond-
Parker’s and Robyn Sloggett’s (2012) “Local Archives and Community Collecting in the 
Digital Age” support concepts of digital technologies working as a bridge between 
minority groups and academic, public collecting, or government institutions on 
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community-based projects—also a main assertion in Cook’s (2013) article. Meanwhile, 
edited books by Jeannette Allis Bastian and Ben Alexander (2009) as well as Jennie Hill 
(2011) address the emerging focus on independent and community archives practices 
abroad. 
Case studies present the largest source of literature about the community 
archiving perspective. Often, these archives work with and within lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender and queer (LGBTQ) communities. Lyz Bly and Kelly Wooten’s (2012) 
edited book, Make Your Own History : Documenting Feminist and Queer Activism in the 
21st Century, as well as master papers by Angela DiVeglia (2010) and Alexandra 
Krensky (2011) explore some of issues associated with and reasons behind the creation of 
partnerships between archivists and the LGBTQ community. Meanwhile, Diana K. 
Wokimoto, Christine Bruce, and Helen Partridge (2013) argue that the creation of queer 
community archives provides safe spaces for members of the queer community to donate 
materials, meet with other members of the community to tell their stories and experience, 
but also adds to the archival profession as practice becomes more inclusive. These studies 
demonstrate that community archiving practices do not just provide growth for the 
archive itself, but also establish a commitment to bigger societal needs by creating safe 
spaces for marginalized individuals and groups to tell their story. This commitment 
diversifies and further shapes the history, interpretation and memory of the past.  
Beyond LGBTQ archives and projects, partnerships between archives and ethnic 
communities occur. In “Yo Soy Colorado: Three Collaborative Hispanic Cultural 
Initiatives” (Allen, EchoHawk, Gonzales, Montoya, & Sommerville, 2012), the authors’ 
examples of shared creation and preservation in three Hispanic collections through 
9 
 
engaging in community archiving practices helps lift the burden of sustainability and 
relevance for new archival collections by creating instructional opportunities within a 
university. The article highlights how joint ownership of materials enriched the 
description of the record, provided volunteers to care for the items, and created a 
relationship with a community from which students and researchers may further the 
collection of archival materials. It ultimately, “archivists working with multicultural 
archives need to shed their roles as gatekeepers and owners of the archival content they 
collect and develop a collaborative relationship with potential donors and community 
leaders that promotes stewardship rather than custodianship” (Allen, et. Al., 2012, p. 45).  
Oregon State University Libraries’ Oregon Multicultural Archive delivers one 
successful example of this mandate. Due to a campus wide mission for diversity and the 
Oregon State University Libraries’ focus on engaging diversity through community 
outreach, the Special Collections & Archives Research Center (SCARC) and the Oregon 
Multicultural Archives (OMA) practice elements and variations of Cook’s four 
frameworks depending on the donors they work with and the collections they attempt to 
build. SCARC formed in 2011 through a merger between University Archives and 
Special Collections (Mission Statement, para.1). Its commitment “to promoting public 
access to the department’s holdings through tours, educational opportunities, and 
community outreach” means that SCARC demonstrates Cook’s accumulation of 
paradigms (Department History, para. 1). Meanwhile, established in 2005, OMA’s 
mission centers on putting community needs first (Department History, para. 1), allowing 
OMA to explore the implications of Cook’s fourth framework more fully.  
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OMA’s aim includes highlighting “multicultural collections already held in the 
OSUL Archives, to serve as a digital resource linking researchers to other institutions or 
organizations with multicultural archival collections” (About the OMA, para. 1) It 
continues along this path by asserting its mission as “assist[ing] in preserving the 
histories and sharing the stories that document Oregon’s African American, Asian 
American, Latino/a and Native American communities” (About the OMA, para. 2). The 
Oregon Multicultural Librarian, Natalia Fernández, cites cooperation “to assist in its 
preservation and accessibility as per the community’s desires” and later, acting as a 
“disseminator of information rather than a custodian of the physical content” (Fernández, 
and Paschild, 2013, pp. 11-12) as some of the main avenues by which the Oregon 
Multicultural Archives achieves its success.  
This shift in archival power, from the collectors of the record back to the creators 
of the record reflects Cook’s fourth paradigm, which calls for participation and 
collaboration between the archivist and community organizations donating materials. In 
defense of this paradigm he writes, “Rather than taking such records away from their 
communities, the new model suggests empowering communities to look after their own 
records, especially their digital records, by partnering professional archival expertise and 
archival digital infrastructures with communities’ deep sense of commitment and pride in 
their own heritage and identity” (Cook, 2013, 116). Fernández (2013) highlights OMA’s 
engagement with this line of thinking when she states, “At times, the OMA acts as a 
traditional repository in that it attains physical and legal custody of a new collection, 
however, this only occurs after a conversation with the organization, individual, or 
community group regarding their options…” (p. 11). Therefore, OMA’s interest in 
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archival appraisal remains educational, collaborative, and post-custodial, rather than self-
interested in holding ownership rights to collections. 
Presentations by Fernández at the Performing Arts Roundtable Meeting and 
“Women’s Archives: What Does the Future Hold?” during the Society of American 
Archivists’ conference in 2013, demonstrates OMA’s ongoing efforts within the 
community framework and lack of self-interest. At the Performing Arts Roundtable, 
Fernández (2013) highlighted the Miracle Theatre Group (MTG) project and the Obo 
Addy Legacy Project as examples of OMA’s collaborations with Performing Arts Groups 
in Oregon. The MTG project included taking inventory of thirty years of collected 
records, ephemera, and audio/visual materials from January-June 2013, while also 
assisting with arrangement, description and appraisal of the materials from July-
December 2013. Meanwhile, after transferring materials to OMA, the Obo Addy Legacy 
Project continues to focus on processing the records of the non-profit organization 
focused on African Arts. OMA hopes to complete finding aids, curate exhibits of both 
organizations, and promote the collections for research purposes. Furthering its education 
and outreach efforts, blogs by OMA and its interns highlight the process and decision 
making occurring during the two projects (Fernández, 2014; O’Brien, 2014). 
Meanwhile, at the “Women’s Archives” event, Fernández showcased a 
partnership between the Oregon Multicultural Archives of Oregon State University, 
Portland State University Library’s Special Collections, the Chinese Consolidated 
Benevolent Association, and the Northwest News Network. In an article about the 
project, joint authors Natalia Fernández’s and Cristine Paschild’s (2013) highlight how 
community archiving approaches can strengthen the position of a repository in the 
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community by combating any potential distrust within a potential donor. In particular, the 
article demonstrates how collaborative approaches help allay donor concerns that donated 
materials from marginalized populations might undergo processing, then make their way 
the stacks, but never receive promotion or use. Through their account of the events, 
Fernández and Paschild establish that community archives approaches address these 
types of donor concerns by keeping ownership in the hands of the community, but at the 
same time drawing on archival expertise through the creation of online access and greater 
awareness of the collection. Fernández (2013) states, “The Chinese disinterment 
documents project is heavily cited as a means to encourage communities to share their 
histories while, if so desired, retaining physical custody of their records” (p.12).  
Echoing arguments posed by Cook (2013), Lenstra (2012), and Ormond-Parker 
and Sloggett (2012), Fernández (2013) goes on to draw attention to the ways in which the 
use of digital technologies supports the work of community archiving. She states, “The 
OSU Libraries, which houses the OMA, has a history of using technology to collaborate 
on the state level with other institutions to make their digital materials digitally accessible 
while the institutions maintain physical control of the records” (Fernández, 2013, p.12). 
This leads to her argument that “… the OMA can act as a disseminator of information 
rather than a custodian of the physical content. This scenario is possible thanks to the 
ability to digitize materials” (Fernández, 2013, p.12). Fernandez’s point speaks to the 
notion that repositories have valuable skills, tools, and services applicable to a number of 
situations and institutions. Offering the services and support of digital technology 
provides just entrance points to collaboration with small institutions through community 
archiving, however, by widely engaging in community archiving activities, focusing on 
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the dissemination of materials rather than the custodianship of records, archivists may be 
able to raise the public’s consciousness of the importance of the profession. 
These paradigms, theoretical perspectives and case studies illustrate how 
collaboration between archives and the community fosters strong relationships, results in 
access to documents formerly lost to the public and advocates for inclusion of materials 
not traditionally associated with the archive. However, research limitations remain. Even 
as case studies demonstrate “theory in action,” they provide only a narrow voice. While 
they test and present useful information about the advantages and pitfalls of a 
methodology, the generalizability of the lessons learned might not be fully applicable to a 
diversity of situations. For example, this type of research most often comes out of 
university archives settings that work with either a specific ethnic group or the LGBTQ 
community. They do not present the work of consultant or freelance archivists, volunteers 
graduate students in library schools and public history programs as part of a course 
requirement, or businesses that provide archival services.  
Therefore, even as Cook advocates for community archiving, and these case 
studies provide the best picture of community archiving in practice, it remains a 
specialized and narrow picture of how archivists work within their communities and with 
non-profit organizations to educate and organize records. While the literature presents a 
convincing argument for community archives’ presence in an academic libraries setting, 
proliferation of the paradigm remains unclear. This exploratory study attempts to fill in 
some of the gaps left by the literature by identifying how archivists learn about the 
methodology and expanding the picture of who conducts community archiving. 
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 Methodology 
To determine the pervasiveness of Cook’s community archives paradigm in 
education and practice, this exploratory study utilized a mixed methodology approach. 
Qualitatively, the study conducted two manifest content analyses of the Society of 
American Archivists’ (SAA) Directory of Archival Education. In addition, a survey 
distributed to the listserv of the Reference, Access and Outreach Section of the Society of 
American Archivists contributed to the quantitative approach for the study. 
Content Analysis 
This study utilized manifest content analyses, because as an exploratory study its 
interests lay in determining the prevalence, rather than the meaning of Cook’s (2013) 
community archiving paradigm within the archival field. It identified the frequency in 
which pre-determined key words indicative of community archiving framework appear 
across forty schools that teach archival education, in an attempt to determine the position 
community archiving holds within archival education. While not the scope of this paper, 
a deeper study of this data could interpret and contextualize the frequency of community 
archiving against a number of other data sets. These sets could include manifestations of 
Terry Cook’s (2013) other three paradigms—evidence, memory and identity—or trends 
in digital curation and electronic records within each institution, or the type of school 
and/or department each archival program resides. 
The approach included two manifest content analyses of the information 
regarding the forty schools in the SAA’s Director of Archival Education. The Directory 
of Education “was created to assist prospective students in making informed decisions 
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about heir graduate archival education” by having education providers “describe their 
programs and indicate how their courses correlate with SAA’s Guidelines for a Graduate 
Program in Archival Science” (GPAS) (About the SAA Directory of Archival Education, 
para. 1). SAA allows admittance to the directory as long as institutions make a case for 
their compliance with GPAS. Those that meet the requirements receive a basic listing in 
the Directory, “which includes the program’s name, contact, degrees offered, course 
format, and URL” (About, para 3). However, schools may also chose to pay for a 
premium listing, “which includes such specific information as degrees offered, 
philosophy, facilities, faculty, practicums/internships/assistantships, research 
opportunities, course formats, and how courses correlate with GPAS” (About, para. 3).  
Information from the Directory supplied demographics for this study about the 
programs, such as how programs hold their classes, what type of degrees they confer, and 
the program’s location within each university’s organizational structure. With thirty-eight 
located in the United States and two in Canada, twenty-six schools conduct classes on 
campus only, two complete classes online only, and twelve carry out classes on campus 
and online. Of the forty schools, nineteen distribute certificates; none confers associate 
degrees, two award bachelor’s degrees, nine grant graduate certificates, while thirty-three 
award master’s degrees and twenty-one confer a PhD in archival education.  
The Liberal Studies department at East Tennessee State University’s houses the 
archival studies concentration, while archives programs at Auburn University, University 
of California, Riverside, Loyola University Chicago, University of Massachusetts 
Boston, New York University, Wright State University, Temple University, Middle 
Tennessee State University, and Western Washington University occur within the History 
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departments for each institution. The thirty remaining programs conduct their archival 
programs within a school of information and library science (Directory Listing, 2014). 
The study relied on the URLs from the Directory to navigate to each institution’s 
web site for information used to conduct for the content analysis. It studied text from 
each institution’s web pages that talked about the entire school’s or program’s mission or 
vision. In cases that did not have clearly defined missions statements, such as the case 
with public history programs, the study pulled information from the department’s 
description of teaching styles, requirements or objectives for the program. The study also 
drew from pages that specifically indicated requirements for archival programs. In rare 
cases, where archival program course requirements were not defined, the study analyzed 
the course listings for the entire library science program. 
The first manifest content analysis looked for the occurrence of the terms access, 
outreach, collaborat*, consult, facilitate, service, communit*, and community archives 
within the Mission, Goals, or Vision statements of each institution. Terms with asterisks 
indicate an allowance for wildcards within the search parameters for these terms. This 
allowed for collaborate, collaborates, community, and communities to appear in the 
results of each search. The study did not have a predetermined definition for these search 
terms, because it was not looking at the meaning behind each word’s appearance in the 
mission, goals, or vision statements—rather, the search looked for the frequency of the 
word (see Appendix A). 
The mission, goals, and vision statements used for this study relate to the school 
or department as a whole rather than only the archival programs. The lack of a clear 
mission or vision for archival science specifically across all forty institutions contributed 
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to this decision. Consequently, the study conducted a manifest content analysis of 
statements relating to entire entities within a university rather than focusing on the 
mission objectives of individual archival programs. This allowed the higher institutional 
level search of the first content analysis to contextualize the results of a second, lower 
level analysis (see below). Additionally, the study did not look at the objectives nor did it 
drill down into detailed descriptions about the ways in which each institution would 
accomplish its mission, vision, or goals. This prevented obtaining skewed results due to 
the brevity of some statements against the length of others. 
The mission, goals and vision statements refer to the entire entity of the programs 
listed in the Directory. Whenever possible a second analysis searched for the appearance 
of the terms access, outreach, reference, culture, cultural, heritage, non-profit, 
communit*, and community archives within the course titles of classes listed as required 
or suggested for the achievement of an archival certificate or degree. Once more terms 
with asterisks indicate the possibility for plurality (see Appendix B).  
Focusing on the descriptions of course requirements for an archival concentration, 
certificate, or specialization limited the number of courses listed for analysis. In most 
cases, this method eliminated each institution’s entire course catalog in order to focus 
only on archival education and determine within archives how often institutions teach 
community archiving concepts to their archives students. Furthermore, not every 
institution provided course descriptions, so the study only looked at the course titles to 
ensure consistency. . 
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 Survey 
 An electronic survey of archivists and their outreach efforts helped establish a 
baseline of community archiving activities within the field. The subjects for the study 
consisted of members in the Society of American Archivists’ Reference, Access and 
Outreach (RAO) Section. At the time of the study, this section included 975 participants 
“who [had] an interest in reference, access and outreach issues” (Reference, Access and 
Outreach Section, para. 1).  
This electronic survey relied on the voluntary participation from the listserv of 
RAO members, and consisted of eleven closed ended questions, which took 3-5 minutes 
to complete. The first five questions followed a Liker scale and attempted to gauge the 
frequency in which respondents conduct outreach to their communities—both their 
immediate community of users and their wider community groups. These questions 
focused on determining the frequency of interaction precipitated by the archive 
contacting communities over communities contacting the archive, and the methods in 
which these interactions occur. The next six questions focused on demographic and 
descriptive information of the respondents. Here questions ask about the respondents’ 
roles in their institutions, classify the type of institution they work for, how long they 
have been in the archival profession, and the pervasiveness of key words in their job titles 
(see Appendix D). 
 In the context of the survey, the following definitions apply. Community 
archiving relates to the outreach actions taken by professionalized archives and archivists 
to aid and educate members of their community on archival practices so these 
communities may care for their own records. In this sense, community means not only an 
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archive’s community of users or patrons, but also the community—people, businesses 
and non-profit organizations—within the archives’ physical neighborhood. Professional 
archivists include individuals trained in archival practice from an academic institution or 
from three to five years on the job experience. Meanwhile, the terms established archives, 
larger archives, and institutional archives all convey the idea of an archival repository 
that benefits from a trained and full time staff. 
Limitations 
The research method lends itself to a few limitations. Manifest content analysis 
allows for the appearance of certain terms without relating them to the predefined or 
associated definitions within a community archives context. Meanwhile, the survey 
methodology and analysis depends on a high response rate and self-reporting from survey 
recipients. Surveys have reputations for poor response rates, so despite the large number 
of members in RAO the survey results might not achieve statistical significance. 
Additionally, the nature of quantitative surveys limits the ability to ask in depth questions 
or follow up on responses. Furthermore, surveying archivists already affiliated with and 
in support of reference, access, and outreach activities courts results that might over 
emphasize the prevalence of community archiving activities. Last, the respondents’ 
membership in a professional organization ignores unaffiliated archivists and commercial 
businesses. As a result, the survey group and the method of accumulating data limit the 
study. 
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 Expectations 
As the literature review suggests, case studies, which center on larger institutional 
outreach to smaller non-profit community organizations, present many instances of 
Cook’s paradigm. The results from the content analysis and survey should reflect the 
progression of Cook’s community archiving paradigm of a broader archival profession 
than those given in the literature and existing case studies, despite its research limitations. 
The content analysis should indicate what lessons archives student learn and may 
extrapolate out to a variety of community and cultural organizations once they enter the 
workforce. Meanwhile, the potential for survey responses from consultant and freelance 
archivists may provide information about the archival process from an underrepresented 
group within the profession.  
 Findings and Discussion 
 Overall, the results of each approach do not convey an abundance of community 
archiving activities within education programs and in the field. They do demonstrate that 
current trends in the archival field lean more toward service and access than collaboration 
with non-profit community groups. Despite this lack of collaboration, this affinity 
towards service and access in combination with the paradigms set out by Cook (2013) 
and the examples present in case studies suggests that given time the community 
archiving approach may gain traction. A closer look at the results of each content analysis 
and the survey support this point. 
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 Content Analysis Results 
 Of the total 115 matches within the manifest content analysis of the mission, 
vision, and goal statements from the schools listed in the SAA Directory of Education 
notions of service and communit* occurred most often (see Appendix A for full results). 
The term service appeared a total of forty-five times (39%) in twenty-three different 
institutions and the term community or communities matched thirty-three times (29%) in 
twenty-two organizations. Meanwhile, the term access popped up fifteen times (13%) in 
eight schools, closely followed by variations on collaborate at fourteen (12%) in ten 
programs. At the bottom of the pack, outreach had four hits (3%) in three institutions, 
facilitate appeared three times (2%), and consult only once (1%). The term community 
archive never appeared in any of the mission, vision, or goal statements. 
With a combined percentage of 68 percent, service and community accounted for 
more than half of the matches to keywords in the statement content analysis. This strong 
emphasis on service and community establishes encouragement for the community 
archiving approach. It demonstrates that as a whole library programs and institutions 
recognize the value of service to their communities. While understanding whom those 
communities actually include remains outside the scope of this exploratory study, 
knowing that service and community exist heavily within the educational expectations for 
institutions that teach future information professionals suggests more progressive 
programs may emphasize service to communities beyond the repository’s immediate user 
groups. Additionally, the combined value (25%) of access’ and collaborate’s presence in 
these statements supports this claim that today’s library programs value and engage in 
core components of the community archiving approach.  
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This institutional support of community archives’ core functions mixed with the 
economic pressure to increase awareness and social value of libraries’, archives’, 
museums’ and other cultural heritage institutions’ work might prompt educators to focus 
on ways, like community archiving, that the profession can utilize to meet these demands. 
As the case studies of the Hispanic cultural initiatives in Colorado suggested, community 
archiving both integrated one archive into their city and campus communities and 
addressed concerns of sustainability presented by new outreach initiatives (Allen, et.al, 
2012). As educators have classes consider these lessons, look at this case study and others 
like it, and bring up discussions about community awareness of the purpose of cultural 
heritage institutions in society, connections between the emphasis of service to 
community found in institutional mission statements and outreach activities may prompt 
more archives programs to move towards a community archiving mindset. 
Looking at the results from a program-oriented standpoint demonstrates this 
assertion. The University of Wisconsin-Madison’s and the Catholic University of 
American’s statements led the pack by corresponding to key words eleven times—each 
accounting for 10% of the overall total matches. Catholic University’s missions contained 
collaborate (36%) and community (36%) with service (27%). Meanwhile, Madison’s 
highlighted access (45%), service (45%), and facilitate (10%).  
Louisiana State University, University of Maryland, and University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill followed. Each of these institution’s mission, vision, and goal 
statements aligned with a key term seven times (6% of total each). Looking at only the 
searched terms, Louisiana focused on access (28%), service (43%) and community 
(28%). Maryland’s matches, however, spread across four terms, including access (29%), 
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collaborate (14%), service (14%), and community (42%). Also with four matches, UNC’s 
mission centered on access (29%), collaborate (14%), service (29%), and community 
(29%). 
Obtaining five matched terms each, Auburn University, University of California, 
Los Angeles, Dominican University, Simmons College and University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee rounded out the third group of leading mission statements. Within the search 
parameters, outreach (40%), service (20%) and community (40%) starred in Auburn’s 
vision statement, while UCLA focuses on service (40%) and community (60%). 
Dominican looked towards collaborate (20%), service (60%), and community (20%), and 
Simmons placed an emphasis on service (80%) backed up by community (20%). In this 
grouping, UWM’s statements contain the half of all the key terms including consult 
(20%), facilitate (20%), service (40%) and community (20%).  
In regards to the rest of the programs in this analysis, thirty contain four or fewer 
terms in each of their mission, vision and goal statements, and unfortunately, eight of 
these institutions did not have any of these terms in their statements. This suggests that 
fifty-five percent of the information science and public history programs only focus 
minimally on concepts related to community archiving, while twenty percent do not 
focus on these concepts at all. Despite these results, within the twenty-five percent of 
programs that do emphasize community archives concepts, UNC, Simmons, Maryland, 
UCLA, UWM, and Wisconsin-Madison fall in the U.S. News and World Report’s (2014) 
Top 25 Library program rankings. Furthermore, UNC, Simmons and Maryland appear in 
the same report’s Top 10 programs. The correlation between the top twenty-five percent 
in this study and the U.S. News’s Top 25 indicates that all these institutions help lead the 
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wider information profession. This suggests that if programs within this study’s top 
twenty-five percent maintain their support of community archiving concepts, other 
library science programs might develop their vision and goals to include terms that also 
keep them culturally relevant. 
This content analysis demonstrates that the mission, vision and goal statements of 
the twenty-five percent of library and public history programs in SAA’s Directory of 
Education engage heavily with access, collaboration, and service activities to 
communities. However, the small presence overall of the terms outreach, consult, and 
facilitate in these statements suggests that service to the community in educational 
programs might still lend itself to focusing on a repository’s immediate community of 
users—not the wider community who might need guidance. While the commitment to 
access, collaboration and service in their mission and vision statements puts library 
science programs on the road towards community archiving, a greater inclusion of terms 
like outreach, consult, and facilitation would indicate that they were engaging more fully 
with the methods approaches and more diverse communities of users.  
Alternatively, Auburn’s presence on the list institutions with five matched terms 
proposes that students educated within public history programs might be more likely to 
participate in community archiving because their programs emphasize outreach to a more 
diversified population of users. Conceptually, both service and outreach function as 
activities of community archiving. Whereas service emphasizes meeting the immediate 
needs of community organizations, outreach highlights the collaborative activities and 
projects that occur between archives and communities. In service to communities, 
archivists become “mentors, facilitators, coaches, who work in the community to 
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encourage archiving as a participatory process shared with many in society” (Cook, 2013, 
p. 114). Outreach suggests how archives can “[partner] professional archival expertise 
and archival digital infrastructures with communities’ deep sense of commitment and 
pride in their own heritage and identity” (Cook, 2013, p.116). While the advising role of 
the archivist acts as a central component of community archives, it cannot fully meet the 
stewardship and collaboration needs of community archiving (Cook, 2013, p.115). 
Therefore, as defined here, the inclusion of outreach in addition to concepts of service 
and community suggests that some public history programs may be better prepared to 
move towards embracing community archive approaches, because their goals for the 
program focus on both service and outreach through collaboration to users. 
In the second content analysis, the forty programs’ course titles contained sixty-
six of the searched for terms (see Appendix B for full results). Of these sixty-six, access 
(26%), culture (18%), heritage (18%), and reference (11%) took the top four most 
referenced (73%) key terms. Access aligned with the parameters seventeen times in 
eleven different institutions’ course titles, while cultural and heritage tied with twelve 
mentions each in eight different organizations, and reference rounded out the top three 
with seven terms in seven programs. Outreach and culture both appeared six times, with 
outreach occurring in six different institutions (one each time) and culture in only three 
(twice in three institutions). Meanwhile, four different programs utilized community or 
communities in five instances. Out of all the terms—access, outreach, reference, culture, 
cultural, heritage, non-profit, communit*, and community archives—non-profit remained 
the only term not to appear in any of the class titles. Significantly, community archives 
did appear in one course title at the University of Illinois—Urbana-Champaign. 
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Looking closer at the breakdowns of these results, twenty-one (53%) university 
programs reference at least one of the search terms and nineteen (47%) institutions do not 
have any of the terms in any of their archives related course titles. Simmons College 
referred the most to key terms with nine different times in five different categories—
access, outreach, reference, cultural and heritage. Out of these terms cultural and heritage 
received the most hits with three each. Following Simmons, the University of California, 
Los Angeles saw eight matches across four terms, including access, cultural, heritage, 
and community. Meanwhile, the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and Pratt 
University both highlighted key terms six times in their class titles. For UNC, this 
occurred over five different terms—access, outreach, reference, cultural and heritage—
while only access, cultural and heritage appeared for Pratt. Out of these four leaders, 
UCLA’s course titles contained the highest concentration of references to the term 
access, and since each had five different matches, UNC and Simmons tied for the most 
diversity of terms in their classes. 
Of the institutions without any alignment with key terms, half are not affiliated 
with an information, library science, or iSchool program within their institution. Instead, 
Auburn, Loyola University Chicago, University of Massachusetts, Boston, New York 
University, Wright State University, Temple University, Middle Tennessee State 
University and Western Washington University all conduct archival classes as part of a 
public history course of study, while East Tennessee State University’s program falls in 
with their Liberal Studies program. This suggests that these public history programs rely 
on archives courses that teach the basics of archival practice—appraisal, arrangement and 
description, etc. Then again, Auburn University and Middle Tennessee State University 
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participate in Society of American Archivists’ Archives Education Collaborative, which 
hold s classes between five member institutions “through compressed video which allows 
the instructor and one class at any one site to interact with students at the other four sites 
in live audio and video exchanges …” (Archives Education Collaborative, para. 1). 
Similarly, Loyola University Chicago’s program works with Dominican University to 
provide students with dual degree opportunities in both Public History and Library 
Science. This means that while Loyola, Middle Tennessee, and Auburn do not provide 
courses featuring any of the key terms in the content analysis parameters, the students 
still have opportunities to engage with information and library science programs that do 
focus on community archiving concepts as evidenced by either their courses or mission 
statements. 
The archival programs’ and certificates in public history program’s reliance on 
the archival training by information science and library schools indicate that the library 
and iSchools need to take the lead in community archiving approaches and training. 
While the first content analysis suggested that both library science and public history 
programs focus on community archiving concepts, the results of this second content 
analysis indicate it is library and information science schools’ current focus on courses in 
access, outreach, and reference activities that really provides a good foundation in 
community archiving concepts. This is due to these courses’ contextualization within 
frameworks of community, culture, and cultural heritage.  
Projects, courses, and initiatives at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the 
University of Illinois—Urbana-Champaign illustrate this point, which is not really 
reflected in the content analysis results, but relevant to this discussion. The first content 
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analysis indicated UW-Madison’s interest in access, facilitation, and community. 
However, in the second analysis these concepts did not find traction in the course titles. 
Instead, to understand how Madison’s archival programs engage in community outreach 
activities, individuals need to look at the school’s Tribal Libraries, Archives and 
Museums Project (TLAM). The project blog states, “TLAM is an experimental project to 
bring indigenous information topics to LIS education through service-learning, 
networking, and resource sharing with tribal cultural institutions” and has connections to 
the school’s Convening Culture Keepers course (para. 1).  
Similarly, Illinois’ class Community Archives: Documenting Heritage and 
Identity “investigate[s] the role community archives play in supporting the sense of 
heritage and identity amongst members of a community and how they serve to raise 
awareness of these neglected stories in the wider public” (Full Catalog, 500 Level 
Courses). While one class does not indicate deep participation with community archiving, 
its presence in a specialization that also offers courses on digital public history and 
personal archiving, in addition to its location at a school where a major research interest 
includes social, community, and organizational informatics suggests that community 
archives principles have a wider support system within this institution. Explaining this 
area of research, the website (2014) claims social informatics, “seeks to understand the 
way information and communication systems and technologies shape and are shaped by 
the social context of their creation and use” and later, “how anticipated and unanticipated 
appropriations of technology lead to new uses and practices” (Social, community, and 
organizational informatics, para. 1). These statements echo some of Cook’s (2013) 
thoughts on the realities of digital technology’s impact on archival work and community 
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organizations ability to keep their archives separate from a mainstream archival 
repository. He states, “Moreover, the records in community archives are not just archival 
resources, but part of the identity of those communities—there is an ‘identity 
provenance’ that gives them significant meaning as autonomous archives, even if the 
mainstream archives (and its sponsor) have had positive past relationships with a 
particular community” (Cook, 2013, pp. 114). Consequently, community archives 
approaches at the University of Illinois-Urbana-Champaign might receive more support 
than one course of the topic suggests. 
In sum, the presence of one class explicitly relating to community archives 
demonstrates the slow movement by leading library schools and archives programs 
towards community archiving approaches. Courses in archival education have not caught 
up with the archival literature despite the indication of a growing number of case studies 
on the topic and Cook’s (2013) paradigms. However, the present focus on service and 
community in the mission and vision statements of archival education programs suggests 
that there is room for the creation of more courses in the future. Consequently, while the 
content analyses do not provide overwhelming support by archival education programs 
for community archiving, the results do suggest that the focus of archival education has 
started shifting towards and reflecting notions of community involvement in archival 
work.  
Survey Results 
While a poor response rate provided limited amounts of data, the information 
gathered does point to some interesting observations (see Appendix D for full results). 
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Conducted over the course of a week, the eleven-question survey received thirty-six 
responses, with an eighty-one percent completion rate. Of the twenty-nine who answered 
the question, sixty-two percent reported they worked in an academic institution, twenty-
one percent worked in government, fourteen percent in libraries, and three percent in 
museums. Fifty-nine percent reported they had worked in the archives profession ten or 
more years, twenty-one percent indicated three to five years experience, seventeen 
percent selected six to ten years, and three percent of respondents reported only being in 
the profession less than two years.  
Demographic questions about respondents’ roles and activities in their work 
positions delivered the following results. When asked to select from a list all the words 
that might appear in their job titles, respondents overwhelmingly indicated that none 
applied (72%). Out of the terms that did apply, only contractor did not receive any hits. 
Instead, reference received twenty-one percent, instructor got a seventeen percent 
response, while outreach received ten percent, and access and community both 
accumulated seven percent. In response to yes or no questions, one hundred percent of 
the twenty-nine respondents reported that access activities were a part of their primary 
work responsibilities, while ninety-three percent indicated reference tasks were a primary 
work responsibility, and ninety percent agreed that outreach activities were central to 
their work.  
Responses to questions that attempted to gauge respondents’ engagement with 
community archiving activities indicate that community archiving practices do not 
currently take up much of the respondents’ time. Respondents overwhelmingly reported 
that they only occasionally instruct both their immediate community of users (75%) and, 
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alternatively, their wider community of users (67%). However, where twenty-two percent 
frequently instruct their immediate community of users, only eight percent instruct a 
wider group of users. Consequently, it appears that those who instruct the patrons, co-
workers, faculty, and staff on archival practices directly in their community do not then 
instruct their wider communities such as individuals, business, and non-profit 
organizations. This implies that institutions that already support instruction for one group 
of users do not have the resources or have not identified a wider group of stakeholders 
that might benefit from archival instruction services.  
Additionally, this points to limited engagement with community archiving 
concepts and practices. The large number of respondents affiliated with academic or 
libraries and ninety-seven percent that do any amount of instruction for their community 
of users suggests that this limited engagement might occur more because respondents do 
not see instruction to a wider community group as part of their roles rather than any 
disagreement with the tenants of community archiving. The affiliation with an academic 
institution, in particular implies that respondents direct their community archiving efforts 
to their immediate community of users—the campus, departments, and student groups, 
etc.—rather than the community at large.  
The responses to the next series of questions also speak to the limited engagement 
with community archiving. Around half of all respondents reported that they only 
occasionally collaborated with community organizations to create access to the 
organization’s collection (53%) and on outreach for their collections (50%). The other 
half responded that they never collaborate on access (44%) and outreach (50%) for or 
with other organizations. Meanwhile, when asked how often community organizations 
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contacted the respondents with archive related questions, 42 percent of respondents 
received questions at least once a month. Six percent indicated daily and once a week 
interaction, while ten percent pointed to either two-three times a week, two-three times a 
month, or once a month. Forty-five percent of respondents indicated they received 
contact less than once a month, while thirteen percent claimed they never received 
questions from community organizations.  
While the small response rate limits the significance of any conclusions drawn 
from the data, the survey indicates that institutions do engage in access, instruction, and 
reference activities for their own community of users. Eighty-seven percent of all 
respondents said they get calls from outside their community asking “how to” questions, 
and ninety percent said that outreach is included in their job title. These figures indicate 
that community engagement does occur with individuals outside their immediate 
community. However, the nature of an anonymous, close-ended question survey prevents 
this study from asking why, how, or to what extent these respondents interact with their 
communities of users. Lastly, only asking the frequency of instruction prevents this study 
from fully understanding why some respondents do not make the first move to instruct 
small institutions in archival practices—either because they do not see it as part of their 
job, or that they do not have time, or that policy dictates they only conduct outreach to 
their immediate community. 
This suggests that to engage fully with community archiving, repositories need to 
create purposeful strategies for community archiving—as is the case with the Oregon 
Multicultural Archive or the University of Wisconsin-Madison—make the first move 
towards smaller archives, non-profit organizations and businesses, and develop mutually 
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beneficial relationships with these organizations. However, as the literature and case 
studies suggest, to be successful these strategies need to consider the monetary resources, 
technological resources, workforce, and spatial resources necessary to complete 
community archives projects, figure out ways to balance the contributions and 
commitments of each partner in the project, and determine additional stakeholders and 
resources to help sustain community archiving efforts.  
 Conclusion 
Terry Cook (2013) wrote, “And now a fourth archival mindset is on the horizon, 
one not yet a fully formed paradigm to be sure, but certainly there is a sense of changing 
direction once again being felt by our profession in the Western world” (p. 113). This 
exploratory study set out to determine the truth of this statement. Through two content 
analyses of Society of American Archivists’ Directory of Archival Education and a 
survey of the Society’s Reference, Access, and Outreach Section, this study demonstrates 
the validity of Cook’s assessment of community archiving practices. 
This study’s strengths lay in its content analysis of institutional mission, vision, 
and goals statements, and of archival programs course listings. Results from these 
analyses suggest that issues of access, service, collaboration, and community have a firm 
holding within archival education. These topics compliment community archives’ 
emphasis on outreach, reference, and instruction practices that help in the facilitation of 
archival knowledge and awareness to large populations of communities. The support of 
archival programs within public history curriculum and dual degree programs with 
library science schools indicates that community archiving approaches might be on the 
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rise in the future. A deeper study of this data could interpret and contextualize the 
frequency of community archiving against a number of other data sets, including 
manifestations of Terry Cook’s (2013) other three paradigms—evidence, memory and 
identity—or trends in digital curation and electronic records within each institution, or 
the type of school and/or department each archival program resides. 
As an exploratory study, which really only looked at the prevalence of 
components in the community archives approach, the biggest drawback to this study was 
its inability to ask why. This meant that any conclusions made from the findings of the 
content analyses and the survey remains supposition until someone else looks at the 
deeper meaning behind the frequency of certain terms and activities. 
Additionally, while this research attempted to get away from an academic 
libraries and special collections perspective on community archiving with a survey, the 
poor results prevented this study from drawing attention to the efforts of 
underrepresented participants within the archival community. Instead of a survey, a better 
way to accomplish this goal would be to interview individuals from each population 
within the profession—special collections archivists, university archivists, religious 
archivists, museum archivists, paid freelance archivists or consultants, graduate students 
and professors, and small businesses, etc.—and draw conclusions from a comparison of 
their answers. This would allow a new study to draw from a representative sample of the 
profession and ask why. 
 As Cook (2013) suggested and this study indicates, a community archives mindset 
remains nebulous within the profession. While certain organizations and institutions fully 
engage in the practice of a community archives approach, the majority of the profession 
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still only focuses on components of community archives—in particular, service, access, 
and community. It appears that teaching community archives, at all its levels, will have to 
occur for some time for this paradigm to become pervasive throughout the profession. 
This means that the continued acceptance of post-custodialsm and postmodernism mixed 
with issues of cultural viability might spur educators in archival programs and in user 
instruction within repositories to consider how collaborative outreach programs—in other 
words community archives—may allow archives to integrate fully as a service to society.
36 
 
Bibliography 
Allen, B., EchoHawk, D., Gonzales, R., Montoya, F.-A., & Somerville, M. (2012). Yo 
Soy Colorado: Three Collaborative Hispanic Cultural Heritage Initiatives. 
Collaborative Librarianship, 4(2), 39–52. 
Bastian, J. A., & Alexander, B. (2009). Community archives: the shaping of memory. 
London: Facet. 
Blouin, F., & Rosenberg, W. G. (2006). Archives, documentation, and institutions of 
social memory : essays from the Sawyer Seminar. Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Press. 
Bly, L., & Wooten, K. (2012). Make your own history : documenting feminist and queer 
activism in the 21st century. Los Angeles, CA: Litwin Books. 
Carmicheal, D. W. (2012). Organizing archival records: a practical method of 
arrangement and description for small archives. Lanham, Md.: AltaMira Press. 
Cook, T. (2013). Evidence, memory, identity, and community: four shifting archival 
paradigms. Archival Science, 13(2-3), 95–120. doi:10.1007/s10502-012-9180-7 
Cook, T., & Samuels, H. W. (2010). Controlling the past : documenting society and 
institutions : essays in honor of Helen Willa Samuels. Chicago: Society of 
American Archivists. 
DiVeglia, A. (2010). Activism, Accountability, Access: Archival Outreach and the LGBT 
Community.
37 
 
Educating for the Archival Multiverse. (2011). American Archivist, 74(1), 69–101. 
Fernández, N. (2013, August 13). Oregon Multicultural Archives: Documenting Diverse 
Communities  through Digital Stewardship and Archival Education. Presented at 
the Women’s  Archives: What Does the Future Hold? Society of American 
Archivists Pre-Conference, New Orleans, LA. 
Fernández, N. (2013, August 16). American Theatre Archive Project Updates & The 
Oregon Multicultural  Archives: Collaborations with Performing Arts Groups in 
Oregon. Presented at the Society  of American Archivists Conference, New 
Orleans, LA. 
Fernández, N. (n.d.). Oregon Multicultural Archives Blog. Retrieved from 
http://wpmu.library.oregonstate.edu/oregon-multicultural-archives/ 
Fernández, N., & Paschild, C. (2013). Beyond a Box of Documents: The Collaborative 
Partnership Behind the Oregon Chinese Disinterment Documents Collection. 
Journal of Western Archives, 4(1). Retrieved from 
http://digitalcommons.usu.edu/westernarchives/vol4/iss1/5 
Flinn, A. (2011). The impact of independent and community archives on professional 
acrchival thinging and practice. In J. Hill (Ed.), The Future of Archives and 
Recordkeeping: A Reader (pp. 145–169). London: Face. 
Hamill, L. (2013). Archives for the lay person [electronic resource] : a guide to 
managing cultural collections. Lanham, Maryland: AltaMira Press, a division of 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.,. 
Hang Tat Leong, J. (2013). Community Engagement - Building Bridges between 
University and Community by Academic Libraries in the 21st Century. Libri: 
38 
 
International Journal of Libraries & Information Services, 63(3), 220–231. 
doi:10.1515/libri-2013-0017 
Harris, V. (2007). Archives and justice : a South African perspective. Chicago: Society 
of American Archivists. 
Hixson, C., & Cracknell, L. (2007). How to Implement an Institutional Repository. 
Serials Librarian, 52(1/2), 37–54. doi:10.1300/J123v52n01_05 
Jimerson, R. (2009). Archives power : memory, accountability, and social justice. 
Chicago: Society of American Archivists. 
Koehler, K. (2006). Stagecoaches, Spam, and Soda:  Corporate Museums in the United 
States. 
Krause, M. G. (2008). Learning in the Archives: A Report on Instructional Practices. 
Journal of Archival Organization, 6(4), 233–268. doi:10.1080/15332740802533263 
Krensky, A. (2011). Beyond the Acquisition: Building Meaningful Partnerships between 
Academic Archives and Under-Documented Donor Communities. 
Lenstra, N. (2012). Digital Roots: Community Approaches to Local and Family History. 
ILA Reporter, 30(3), 10–13. 
McFarland, C. (2007). Rethinking the Business of Small Archives. Archival Issues: 
Journal of the Midwest Archives Conference, 31(2), 137–149. 
Newman, J. (2012). Sustaining Community Archives. APLIS, 25(1), 37–45. 
O’Brien, K. (n.d.). katrinatobrien. Retrieved from http://katrinatobrien.wordpress.com/ 
O’Meara, E., & Tuomala, M. (2012). Finding Balance Between Archival Principles and 
Real-Life Practices in and Institutional Repository. Archivaria, 73, 81–103. 
39 
 
Ormond-Parker, L., & Sloggett, R. (2012). Local archives and community collecting in 
the digital age. Archival Science, 12(2), 191–212. doi:10.1007/s10502-011-9154-1 
Oregon State University Libraries. (2013). About the OMA. Oregon Multicultural 
Archives. Retrieved February 11, 2014, from 
http://scarc.library.oregonstate.edu/oma/about.html. 
Oregon State University Libraries. (2013). About Us: Mission Statement. Special 
Collections & Archives Research Center. Retrieved February 10, 2014, from 
http://scarc.library.oregonstate.edu/about-us.html#mission-statement. 
Oregon State University Libraries. (2013). About Us: Department History. Special 
Collections & Archives Research Center. Retrieved February 12, 2014 from 
http://scarc.library.oregonstate.edu/about-us.html#department-history.  
Paschild, C. (2012). Community Archives and the Limitations of Identity: Considering 
Discursive Impact on Material Needs. American Archivist, 75(1), 125–142. 
Smallwood, C., & Williams, E. (2012). Preserving local writers, genealogy, 
photographs, newspapers, and related materials [electronic resource]. Lanham, 
Maryland: The Scarecrow Press, Inc. 
Society of American Archivists. (2014). About the SAA Directory of Archival 
Education. Directory of Archival Education. Retrieved February 25, 2014, from 
http://www2.archivists.org/dae.  
Society of American Archivists. (2014). Reference, Access and Outreach Section. 
Retrieved February 28, 2014, from http://www2.archivists.org/groups/reference-
access-and-outreach-section.  
40 
 
U.S. News & World Report. (2014). Graduate School Search-Library Programs. 
Education Grad Schools. Retrieved March 26, 2014 from http://grad-
schools.usnews.rankingsandreviews.com/best-graduate-
schools/search?program=top-library-information-science-
programs&name=&sort=program_rank&sortdir=asc/  
Voss, A., & Zanish-Belcher, T. (2013). Perspectives on women’s archives. Chicago, 
Illinois: Society of American Archivists. 
Wakimoto, D. K., Bruce, C., & Partridge, H. (2013). Archivist as activist: lessons from 
three queer community archives in California. Archival Science, 13(4), 293–316. 
doi:10.1007/s10502-013-9201-1 
Wosh, P. J., & Yakel, E. (1992). Smaller Archives and Professional Development: Some 
New York Stories. The American Archivist, 55(3), 474–482. 
Yaco, S., & Hardy, B. B. (2013). Historians, archivists, and social activism: benefits and 
costs. Archival Science, 13(2-3), 253–272. doi:10.1007/s10502-012-9187-0 
Yakel, E. (1994). Starting an archives. Chicago, Illinois: Scarecrow Press. 
Yakel, E., & Torres, D. A. (2003). AI: Archival Intelligence and User Expertise. The 
American Archivist, 66(1), 51–78. 
 
41 
 Appendix A: Manifest Content Analysis Table, Mission Statements 
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1.      Auburn University 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 5
2.      University of Arizona 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3
3.      The University of British  Columbia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
4.      San José State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
5.      University of California, Los Angeles 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 5
6.      University of California, Riverside 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4
7.      Catholic University of America 0 0 4 0 0 3 4 0 11
8.      Clayton State University 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
9.      University of Hawai'i at Manoa 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
10.  Dominican University 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 5
11.  Loyola University Chicago 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12.  University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
13.  Indiana University 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
14.  Emporia State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15.  Louisiana State University 2 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 7
16.  Simmons College 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5
17.  University of Massachusetts Boston 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
18.  University of Maryland 2 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 7
19.  University of Michigan 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
20.  Wayne State University 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3
21.  University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 7
22.  Long Island University 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3
23.  New York University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24.  Pratt Institute 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
25. Queens College, City University of New York 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
26.  St. Johns University 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
27.  University at Albany, SUNY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
28.  Kent State University 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 3
29.  Wright State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
30.  Drexel University 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
31.  Temple University 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
32.  University of Pittsburgh 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
33.  Université de Montréal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
34.  University of South Carolina 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 4
35.  East Tennessee State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36.  Middle Tennessee State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
37.  The University of Texas at Austin 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
38.  Western Washington University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
39.  University of Wisconsin-Madison 5 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 11
40.  University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 5
TOTAL 15 4 14 1 3 45 33 0 115
Manifest Content Analysis of the Mission Statements of Archival Programs from SAA Directory of 
Archival Education
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 Appendix B: Manifest Content Analysis Table, Archival Courses 
Name
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1.      Auburn University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.      University of Arizona 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 5
3.      The University of British  Columbia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4.      San José State University 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
5.      University of California, Los Angeles 4 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 8
6.      University of California, Riverside 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
7.      Catholic University of America 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
8.      Clayton State University 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
9.      University of Hawai’i at Manoa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
10.  Dominican University 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4
11.  Loyola University Chicago 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12.  University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3
13.  Indiana University 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
14.  Emporia State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15.  Louisiana State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16.  Simmons College 1 1 1 0 3 3 0 0 0 9
17.  University of Massachusetts Boston 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18.  University of Maryland 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
19.  University of Michigan 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
20.  Wayne State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21.  University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 6
22.  Long Island University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23.  New York University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24.  Pratt Institute 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 6
25. Queens College, City University of New York 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
26.  St. Johns University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
27.  University at Albany, SUNY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
28.  Kent State University 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
29.  Wright State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
30.  Drexel University 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
31.  Temple University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
32.  University of Pittsburgh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
33.  Université de Montréal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
34.  University of South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
35.  East Tennessee State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
36.  Middle Tennessee State University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
37.  The University of Texas at Austin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
38.  Western Washington University 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
39.  University of Wisconsin-Madison 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
40.  University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 17 6 7 6 12 12 0 5 1 66
Manifest Content Analysis of the Courses of Archival Programs from SAA Directory of Archival 
Education
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 Appendix C: Survey Recruitment Letter 
March 14, 2014 
 
Dear Colleague, 
 
I am writing to ask for your participation in this short survey. The results from the survey 
will contribute to my master paper, where I am looking at the types of activities in RAO 
archivists engage. I understand your time is valuable and hope you will share your 
perception of the state of community archiving within your job. 
 
Your affiliation with the Reference, Access and Outreach Section of the Society of 
American Archivists contributed to your random selection as a participant in this short 3-
5 minute survey. Participation remains voluntary, with no anticipated risks to 
respondents, and the expectation of complete anonymity. In addition, you may refuse to 
answer any item in the survey. The successful completion of the survey indicates your 
consent to participate in this project. 
 
To participate, please use the following link to complete the survey by Friday, March 21.  
 
https://unc.az1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_6x28soQ0n4Fw8pT 
 
If you have any questions about this research, you may contact me, Krista Sorenson, at 
ksorenso@live.unc.edu. 
 
Thank you in advance for your valuable time and participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Krista B. Sorenson 
 
2014 M.S. in Library Science Candidate, Archives and Records Management 
Concentration 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
2013 M.A. in Public History 
North Carolina State University 
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 Appendix D: Survey & Results 
1.  What is the frequency in which you instruct your community of users--patrons, co-
workers, faculty, staff, etc.--on archival practices such as arrangement, description, and 
basic preservation? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Frequently   
 
8 22% 
2 Occasionally   
 
27 75% 
3 Not At All   
 
1 3% 
 Total  36 100% 
 
2.  Beyond your immediate community of users, what is the frequency in which you 
instruct the community--individuals, businesses, non-profit organizations, etc.--about 
archival practices such as arrangement, description and basic preservation? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Frequently   
 
3 8% 
2 Occasionally   
 
24 67% 
3 Not At All   
 
9 25% 
 Total  36 100% 
 
3.  How often do you collaborate with community organizations to create access for their 
archival collections--i.e. arrangement, description, exhibits, web hosting, etc? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Frequently   
 
1 3% 
2 Occasionally   
 
18 53% 
3 Not At All   
 
15 44% 
 Total  34 100% 
 
4.  How often do you collaborate with community organizations on outreach for their 
collections--i.e. exhibits, events, web hosting, etc? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Frequently  
 
0 0% 
2 Occasionally   
 
16 50% 
3 Not At All   
 
16 50% 
 Total  32 100% 
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5.  How often do community organizations contact you with archive related questions? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Daily   
 
2 6% 
2 2-3 Times a 
Week 
  
 
3 10% 
3 Once a 
Week 
  
 
2 6% 
4 2-3 Times a 
Month 
  
 
3 10% 
5 Once a 
Month 
  
 
3 10% 
6 Less than 
Once a 
Month 
  
 
14 45% 
7 Never   
 
4 13% 
 Total  31 100% 
 
6.  Are reference activities a part of your primary work responsibilities? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
28 93% 
2 No   
 
2 7% 
 Total  30 100% 
 
7.  Are access activities a part of your primary work responsibility? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
29 100% 
2 No  
 
0 0% 
 Total  29 100% 
 
8.  Are outreach activities a part of your primary work responsibility? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
26 90% 
2 No   
 
3 10% 
 Total  29 100% 
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9.  Which of the following words appear in your job title? Please check all that apply. 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Reference   
 
6 21% 
2 Access   
 
2 7% 
3 Outreach   
 
3 10% 
4 Community   
 
2 7% 
5 Contractor  
 
0 0% 
6 Instructor   
 
5 17% 
7 None Apply   
 
21 72% 
 
10.  Which best describes the institution for whom you work? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Academic   
 
18 62% 
2 Business  
 
0 0% 
3 Government   
 
6 21% 
4 Library   
 
4 14% 
5 Museum   
 
1 3% 
6 Non-Profit  
 
0 0% 
7 Religious  
 
0 0% 
8 Not Listed  
 
0 0% 
 Total  29 100% 
 
11.  How long have you been in the archives profession? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 0-2 Years   
 
1 3% 
2 3-5 Years   
 
6 21% 
3 6-10 Years   
 
5 17% 
4 10+ Years   
 
17 59% 
 Total  29 100% 
 
